• Distinction of science (= epistéme), concerned with theoretic truth or dependent on knowledge and conscious application of principles, and art (= téchne), concerned with practical methods or knowledge of traditional rules and skill acquired by habit. • Branch of knowledge: 'the seven liberal sciences' = 'the seven liberal arts'; Trivium (grammar, logic, rhetoric) and Quadrivium (arithmetic, geometry, music, astronomy). • late 19th century: 'natural and physical science' Inflationary use of "science"
• "scientifically tested", "clinically proven" • unbridled optimism of scientific progress: early 19th century until 1945 • challenge to superiority of science scientific method: a method of procedure that has characterized natural science since the 17th century, consisting in systematic observation, measurement, and experiment, and the formulation, testing, and modification of hypotheses (OED) Aristotle 
Incommensurability
• The competition between paradigms is not the kind of battle that can be resolved by proof (Kuhn) • Differences in definition of terms and of problems, of views regarding appropriate approaches to problems, of validity of proofs: incompatible worldviews • Does science have any special access to truth? • Is scientific progress possible?
A new scientific truth does not triumph by convincing its opponents and making them see the light, but rather because its opponents eventually die, and a new generation grows up that is familiar with it (Max Planck, 1858 -1947 Imre Lakatos 1) Devise alternative hypotheses; 2) Devise a crucial experiment (or several of them), with alternative possible outcomes, each of which will, as nearly as possible, exclude one or more of the hypotheses; 3) Carry out the experiment so as to get a clean result; 1') Repeat, making subhypotheses or sequential hypotheses to refine the possibilities that remain; and so on.
"But what is so novel about this? " someone will say. This is the method of science and always has been, why give it a special name? The reason is that many of us have almost forgotten it. Science is now an everyday business. Equipment, calculations, lectures become ends in themselves. How many of us write down our alternatives and crucial experiments every day, focusing on the exclusion of a hypothesis? We may write our scientific papers so that it looks as if we had steps 1, 2, and 3 in mind all along. But in between, we do busywork. We become "method-oriented" rather than "problemoriented." We say we prefer to "feel our way" toward generalizations. We fail to teach our students how to sharpen up their inductive inferences. And we do not realize the added power that the regular and explicit use of alternative hypothesis and sharp exclusion could give us at every step of our research.
The difference between the average scientist's informal methods and the methods of the strong-inference users is somewhat like the difference between a gasoline engine that fires occasionally and one that fires in steady sequence. If our motorboat engines were as erratic as our deliberate intellectual efforts, most of us would not get home for supper. 
